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Abstract 
This study was a comparative study of learning styles among monolingual (Persian) as well as bilingual (Turkish - Persian) 
secondary school students. The sample if the study consisted of 500 secondary students of both sex which were divided into two 
language group: Bilingual Turk (n = 250) and Monolingual Persian (n = 250). Their learning styles were evaluated by Felder – 
Solomon Learning Styles Inventory. The results of the study indicated that: Learning styles among the two groups were 
significantly different. In comparison with the monolingual subjects, the prevalence of sensitive and verbal learning styles was
higher in bilingual students, while the prevalence of intuitive and visual learning styles were higher in monolingual students.
Learning styles of male students were significantly different from the learning styles of female students. In comparison with 
female students, the prevalence of global and visual learning styles was higher in male students, while the prevalence of 
sequential and verbal learning styles were higher in female students. 
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1. Introduction 
Learning style is typically described as a particular mode according to which an individual learns and thinks, a 
preferred means of acquiring knowledge, and habits and strategies associated with learning (Pritchard 2005). 
According to Pham (2000) learning style is the learner’s fixed method for responding to and working with existing 
stimulus in learning circumstances. Honey and Mumford (1992) define learning style as a description of the attitudes 
and behaviors which determine an individual’s preferred way of learning. Stewart and Felicetti (1992) define 
learning styles as those educational conditions under which a student is most likely to learn. Although slightly 
different, these definitions share the common underlying attempt to tap into how (modes and processes) students 
prefer to learn rather than what (content) they learn.
Today, all theory-makers believe that individuals understand, organize analyze, and process information and 
experiences in different ways despite all the different theories and models available in the field of learning styles. 
Researching about learning styles derived from studies that are related to psycho-cognitive, social, and physiological 
aspects of the education process. If we are to provide a summary of some of the more important studies conducted in 
the world in our discussion subject, we can refer to following points: 
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Felder & Silverman (1988) offered a model for learning styles, which is consisted of five aspects. Each aspect 
represents two opposing learning styles. Two of these aspects are adapted from Meyers- Briggs suggested model and 
that of Kolb. The perception aspect (sensitive-intuitive) is similar to the perception aspects in models by Meyers-
Briggs and Kolb, and the processing aspect (active- reflective) which exists in Kolb’s model. According to 
Montgomery & Groat (1998), besides this, the Felder & Silverman aspects include three other aspects of input 
(visual-verbal), organizing (inductive-deductive), and understanding or apperception (sequential – global).  
Learning styles are influenced by culture, gender, and ethnicity background. For example every society or 
culture considers the development of certain talents valuable and encourages them and pays small attention to other 
talents or completely ignores them (Deleon, 1983; Tannenbaum, 1986). Besides these, various causes such as 
culture, ethnicity, gender, and the birth arrangement characteristics influence learning styles (Sternberg, 1997; 
Merrifiel, 1996; Reid, 1987; Sakalli, 2009). 
There are some differences between monolingual and bilingual individuals’ learning styles. For example, in the 
context dependent and independent learning style the bilingual individuals are more dependent to the background. 
The African- American bilingual individuals have a more holistic-viewer and kinesthetic style. Some studies show 
that the main reason for this difference is the language the black use (Cooper, 1981). 
Learning styles are also different between the two sexes. There is evidence that shows women’s learning style 
stresses more on sympathy, collaboration, and careful listening (Grasha, 1996). Wehrwein, Lujan, & DiCarlo  
(2007) showed that males and females have different learning style preferences.  
Considering the importance of learning difficulties of that Iranian group of students whose mother-tongue 
language is other than Farsi, and by noting the conducted researches about the monolingual and bilingual students, 
the current research is a comparison of learning styles. This learning style comparison is between one group of 
students with one language only (Farsi) with one group of bilingual students (Turkish). The research also 
investigates the differences between female and male subjects  with respect to their learning styles. The research 
questions of the present research are: 
1. Is there difference between the bilingual students’ and the monolingual students’ learning styles? 
2. Is there difference between the mentioned students’ learning styles and their gender? 
2- Research Methodology 
The research statistical sample included 500 male and female students with monolingual (Farsi) and bilingual 
(Turkish) background who were studying in the public middle schools of cities of Tehran and Tabriz. From each of 
the language groups 250 cases were selected equally from grades six, seven, and eight in the middle schools. The 
student’s age range was between 11 and 16. 
The research tool was the “Index of Learning Styles (ILS)”, which is designed based on the learning styles 
model by Silverman (1988). This questionnaire consists of 44 questions with forced-choice items with two options – 
a and b (Felder & Solomon, 2006). The survey contains questions related to four domains: Active/Reflective, 
Sensitive/Intuitive, Sequential/Global and Visual/Verbal.  The questions do not have cultural dependency and are 
selected keeping simplicity for responding in mind.  
Felder, Litzinger, Lee, & Wise (2005) found estimates of reliability score from 0.56 to 0.77 using the 
Cronbach's Alpha statistical technique. In an unpublished study, Felder and Spurlin (2005) examined the Index of 
Learning Styles and found Cronbach’s alpha coefficients to be in the range of 0.55 to 0.76. In the present research 
reliability of the four domains of the scale were assessed through a four-week test retest. Reliability coefficients for 
Active-reflective was 0.87, for visual-verbal was 0.77, for intuitive-sensitive was 0.77 and for sequential-global was 
0.61.
The process of answering the questionnaire was done as a group. The students were informed about how to 
answer the questions on the questionnaire and they were asked to answer all questions carefully 
3- Results 
Data from the questionnaires were analyzed using SPSS version 16. The outcomes were analyzed with the help 
of multivariate analysis of variance method.  
The means and standard deviations of  the Index of Learning Styles subscales' score for both groups of subjects 
are shown in table 1.  
The statistical analyzes (MANOVA) for answering the first and the second research question showed that the 
differences between the two groups in learning styles with respect to the languages (Wilks's Lambada= .93, F 
(8,489)= 3.59, P< 0.001), gender (Wilks's Lambada= .98, F (8,489)= 2.14, P< 0.01) were statistically significant. 
But, the interaction of sex and gender was not statistically significant (Wilks's Lambada= .99, F (8,489)=1.03,  P> 
0.05). Therefore, It was concluded that the learning styles of the monolingual (Persian) as well as bilingual (Turkish 
- Persian) secondary school students were different. It was also concluded that learning styles of the female and male 
students were different. 
Emamipour and Hassan Shams Esfandabad / Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences 5 (2010) 2419–2422 2421
UTable 1. The arithmetic means and standard deviations of  the Index of Learning Styles subscales' score for both groups of subjects.
UFemale (n=240)U UMale(n=240)U UTotal(N=480)U
Learning Style Language M SD M SD M SD
Persian 5.43 1.84 5.31 1.68 5.37 1.76 Active
Turkish 5.66 1.53 5.42 1.63 5.54 1.58 
Persian 5.53 1.82 5.69 1.70 5.61 1.76 Reflective 
Turkish 5.31 1.53 5.55 1.64 5.43 1.59 
Persian 6.37 1.70 6.39 1.76 6.38 1.73 sensitive
Turkish 6.97 1.65 6.52 1.60 6.74 1.64 
Persian 4.51 1.64 3.89 1.62 4.20 1.63 Initiative
Turkish 3.98 1.64 4.42 1.61 4.18 1.73 
Persian 6.07 1.99 6.39 2.03 6.23 2.01 Visual
Turkish 5.13 1.64 5.58 2.24 5.36 1.97 
Persian 4.89 1.99 4.05 2.03 4.47 2.01 Verbal
Turkish 5.83 1.63 5.37 2.20 5.60 1.95 
Persian 5.89 1.81 5.77 1.65 5.83 1.73 Global
Turkish 6.32 1.71 5.92 1.62 6.12 1.68 
Persian 5.02 1.83 5.20 1.63 5.11 1.73 Sequential
Turkish 4.63 1.71 5.01 1.61 4.82 1.67 
The statistical analyzes (MANOVA) for answering the first and the second research question showed that the 
differences between the two groups in learning styles with respect to the languages (Wilks's Lambada= .93, F 
(8,489)= 3.59, P< 0.001), gender (Wilks's Lambada= .98, F (8,489)= 2.14, P< 0.01) were statistically significant. 
But, the interaction of sex and gender was not statistically significant (Wilks's Lambada= .99, F (8,489)=1.03,  P> 
0.05). Therefore, It was concluded that the learning styles of the monolingual (Persian) as well as the bilingual 
(Turkish - Persian) secondary school students were different. It was also concluded that learning styles of the female 
and of the male students were different. 
Further analyses of the variance (ANOVA) for each of the dependent variables (learning styles) showed that 
there were significant differences between the monolingual (Persian) as well as bilingual (Turkish - Persian) 
secondary school students with respect to the sensitive (F (1,496)= 21.60  P< 0.01), intuitive (F (1,496)= 16.53  P< 
0.01), visual and verbal (F (1,496)= 53.20  P< 0.01) learning styles. 
Monolingual Farsi students had more visual and intuitive learning styles compared to the bilingual Turkish 
students, while the bilingual Turkish students had more verbal and sensitive learning styles compared with the 
monolingual Farsi students. 
With respect to the gender, analyses of variance (ANOVA) for each of the dependent variables (learning styles) 
showed that learning style of the female and the male students were different; such that the visual (F (1,496)= 38.27  
P< 0.01), verbal (F (1,496)= 36.90  P< 0.01) , sequential (F (1,496)= 3.83  P< 0.05), and global (F (1,496)= 3.48  P< 
0.05) learning styles of the female and male students were different. 
The male students possess visual learning style compared to female students and female students had verbal 
learning style compared to the male students . As well, the male students had global learning style compared with 
the female students while the female students had sequential learning style in comparison with the male students. 
4- Discussion and Conclusion 
In order to justify the bilingual students’ higher verbal strength, bilingualism can be considered as a big source 
for the bilingual child.  He is more aware of different languages and is in a better stance in learning new languages. 
Language is a tool both for establishing relation with others and cognitive activity since thinking is mostly verbal. 
Therefore, the bilingual individual is taking advantage of two languages, he has two cognitive tools and this 
bilingualism increases his potential abilities. 
The point that needs being mentioned here is that in the circumstances where home-work required cognitive 
stability or divertive thinking and is directly related to verbal worthiness, the testable of the bilingual are stronger 
than the monolingual individuals. The reason why the bilinguals are stronger in doing the work that needs cognition 
stability is probably due to the fact that they are familiar with the language grammar of two systems and have more 
knowledge compared to monolingual individuals.  
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With regards to gender differences, the results driven from the research matches the results outputted from other 
researches for male and female learning style differences. Some of these researches include those by Kroeger and 
Thuesen (1988), Philbin (1995), Brenner (1997), and Wehrwein, Lujan, & DiCarlo (2007). 
We can establish the differences between the verbal and visual learning styles by the female and the male 
according to the collected evidence in the field of available differences in the visual- spatial and verbal abilities. 
Results of the researches show that the girls have better verbal ability compared to the boys (Gross, 1992). The 
girls have better ability in tests related to language perception and production and work related to deduction, 
understanding the content of difficult writing items and creative writing, spelling and fluency of words. In most 
researches, girls are strong in language and literature abilities compared to boys. Girls start reading earlier than boys, 
have less problem in reading. and respond easier to reading teachings. Boys are stronger in understanding visual 
shapes and things in space and finding the relationship between them. These differences become more stable 
especially during the teenage years and adulthood. 
Finally, it can be concluded that the identification of learner's learning styles helps educational planners and 
teachers provide learners necessary educational support and supplies because learning styles are influential factors in 
learners' learning. It is the responsibility of the educational planners and teachers to address this diversity of learning 
styles and develop appropriate learning approaches. 
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